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ABSTRACT 

The development of MCTYI (multicampus t wo-year 
institutions) represents a contemporary effort to solve the problems 
of population impact^ economic and social necessity. This study was 
designed to determine the current placement of management authority 
and responsibility y to determine suggested changes in the placement 
of management authority and responsibili t y^ and to generally describe 
the campus chief executive as well as the institution. All 235 NCTYI 
identified in the "197.1 Junior College Directory" were included ii\ 
this study. Replies from 154 provide the basis for the conclusions 
drawn. To determine the extent of campus autonomy^ a questionnaire 
listing 21 functions was used. It was concludeu that: (1) each of the 
four types of MCTYI operate differently in terms of the overall 
placem'^nt of management authority and responsibility; and (2) if 
changes do take place in accord with changes suggested by campus 
chief executives'^ more of the 21 functions' will be placed at the 
campus level. A copy of the questionnaire Is provided. (Author/DB) 
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The dove' npmeni: ol .^^CTVi ( :: ui t. i-canipus tvv -yocu: 
institutions) represent: contcni -rnar y e^'fort to srilvc 
the ^.roblons of popu].ai:ion impact ; ocon::mic and social 
necessity. Although a relative Jy ncv/ type of educational 
i^istitution and o::e m v/hich there is hi^h interest, 
there are very few studies describinq or documenting 

This £:tudy v;as designed to determine the current 
placeinent of manayenent author iuy and respf" .iaibi lity , 
to debermine suggested changes in th<^ .^laceir.ent of 
manaueir.ent authority and responsibility, and to generally 
describe the campus chief extcutivo as well as the 
institution. All 235 MCTYI identified in the 1971 Junior 
College Director y were included in this study. Ccitmunity 
junior colleges MCTYI, college and university operated 
MCTYI, and state operated MCTYI were included in the 
study. Replies from 154 xMCTYI provide the basis for 
conclusions drawn from the study. 

To determine the extent of can^us autonomy, 
a questionnaire listing twenty-one functions was used. 
Each MCTYI campus chief executive was asked to indicate 
the current placement as well as suggested changes in 
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the placamcrt of authority and responsibility. 
Four types of MCTYI were identified: 

1 . Centralized conimunj.ty junior college operated ; 

2. Decentralize'! community junior college operated; 

3. Centralized college/v\niversity opt rated; and 
4 . Decentrali'^od colleg:e/'uni.versity operated* 

Tv:elve questions were asked for the purpose of 
determining if there was any difference between the four 
different types of institutions in terms of mane^gement 
a' Lhority and responsibility. These questions in 
sumraary were : 

I- there any difference in decentralized MCTYI 
between^ - 

1. current practices of community junior college 
and college/univers ity operated MCTYI ; 

2. i.U'jqested changes of community junior college 
' iiJ collegc/univei'sity operated MCTYI ; 

3. current practices and suggested changes of 
college/university operated MCTYI ; 

4. current practices and suggested changes of 
community junior college operated MCTYI? 

Is there any difference in centralized MCTYI 

between — 

5. current practices of community junior and 
college/university operated MCTYI; 

6. suggested changes of community junior 
college and college/university operated 
MCTYI; 

7. current practices and sugg^s'ted changes of 
college/university operated MCTYI; _ 
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8. current practices and suggested changes of 
conminity junior college operated MCTYI? 

Is thore any ditforenco between centralized and 

de central ized-- 

9. current praccices of col lege/univerci ty 
operated MCTYI ; 

10. suggested changes of college/university 
operated MCTYI ; 

11. current practices of community junior 
college operated MCTYI; 

12. suggested changes of community junior 
college operated MCTYI? 

The study involved the asking of these questions 
for each of the tv/enty-one items on the questionnaire. 

The limited number of suggested changes in the 
placement of authority and responsibility precluded 
ansv;ering eight of the questions. 

It was concluded that: 

1. Each of the four types of MCTYI operate differently 
in terms of the overall placement of management 
authority and responsibility; and 

2. If changes do take place in accord with changes 
suggested by campus chief -executives , more of 
the tv/enty-one functions will be placed at the. 
campus level . 

It is recommended that ; 

1. More attention be given to studying MCTYI. 

2. The educational philosophies of MCTYI be reviewed 
to determine if there are differences. 

3. This study be replicated to determine if changes 
in the placement of authority and responsibility 
have taken place. 



A study siinixar in nature and design be rade 
tho district chief executive's perception of 
placement of authority and responsibility 



CHAPTER I 



INTRODUCTION 

According to one 19 6 9 study , "over one^quarter of 
the students in American colleges and universities are in 
raulti-campus institutions. Specifically, multi-campus 
two year colleges became a reality as eairly as the 1930 's 
when Chicago opened a three campus structure with an 
initial enrollment of almost 4,000 students.^ Branch 
campuses of colleges and uiiiversities were reported as 
early as the 1920 with the establishment of the Los 
Angeles branch cf the Univercity of California.^ 

A generation later, in 1964, the number of multi- 
campus junior colleges was reported to be ten. Three years 
later this number had tripled to thirty-one multi-campus 
junior colleges; forty v/ere reported in 1968.^ A review^ of 

^Frederick C. Kintzer, Arthur M. Jensen, and John S. 
Hansen , The Mu? t i-Insti tut j on Junior College District 
(Washington : American Associacion of Junior Colleges , 
1969) , p. 2. 

^Arthur M. Jensen, An Investigation of the Adminis- 
tration of Junior College Districts with Multi-Campuses 
(unpublished Ed.D. dissertation. University of California, 
Los Angeles, 1965), p. 27. 

^Milton 0. Jones, The Development of Multi-Unit 
Junior Colleges (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. University 
of California, Los Angeles, 1968), p. 14. . 

^Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Mnlti-Institution/ p. 2, 



the 1971 issue of the Jun lor Col Iccje D ire ctory identified 
some sixty institutional listings in twenty-six states 
involvincj 235 different campus sites. 

These sixty institutional organi'^ations are made 
up of what c^re normally thought of as being muiti-caMpus 
junior college? swch as: Dallas County, St. I.ouis, and 
Cleveland . Included also are the two-year units of the 
University of Alaska, University of Pennsylvania, 
Louisiana State University, and so Oj.. 

The developir.ent of multi-campus two-year educational 

institution.^ across t[ie nation represents a contemporary 

effo;:t to solve the problems of population impact, economic 

necessity, and social necessity. Jensen identified t.ve 

reasons for multi-cairipus developments in his 1965 study. 

1* To compel. sate for district geographical size 
which prohibited one campus from servicing the 
district adequately. 

2. To equalize educational opportuniTties through 
making the college accessible , 

3. To meet the differing educational needs of the 
various communities ^-/ithir t^e district. 

4. accommodate applicarits after the only campus 
li_J reached its maximum capacity. 

5. To keep each campus to a reasonable and functional 
size . 2 



•^American Association of Junior Colleges. 1971 
Junior College Directory (Washington, D.C., 1971), pp, 14-83^ 
passim . 

^Jensen, dissertation, pp. 55-57. 
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Multi-campus two-year inj^ti tutions havo had, and 
thow every sign of continuing to have, sustained growth 
as the needs of society v/hicli conceived them show no 
signs of diminishing. As it was phrared by a Californian 
president, "Nostalgia may be all that is left to those who 
admice the single-institution district in urbanized 
areas . " 

Statement of the Problem 
It was the intention of this study to accomplish 
a three-part objective which relates to the administrative 
concept of multi-campus, two-year institutions. The first 
pc^rt of the objective of this study was to investigate the 
placement of management authority and management responsi- 
bility of multi -campus tvjo-year institutions. The second 
part of the objective was to collect data regarding changes 
in the placement of management authority and management 
responsibility which was suggested by campus administrators • 
The final port of the objective was the gathering of limited 
biographical data on campus chief administrators. The 
purpose of gathering biographical data was to provide a 
frame of reference and perspective . 

This three-part objective makes it possible to view, 
on a centralization/decentralization continuum, the current 

^Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi- Institution , p. 34. 
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placement of the authority and rcsponsibi. Ity exercised by 
multi- campus f campus chief exocutives. Likev;ise, any 
changes in authority and rospoiisibility suggested by these 
campus chief administrators may be viewed on a cont-^ali- 
zation/de centralization continuum. 

Closely related to the objective was the opportunity 
to compare the operation of juni.or colleges with co] lege 
and university branch two-year institutions • Very little 
has been ]. \own about the style of operation of the college 
and university operated t\;o-year institutions. It has 
been open to conjecture whether or not the two-year insti- 
tutions affiliated with a college or university are 
performing similar functions educationally as are community 
junior colleges. This study ^ by design, compared the 
placement of authorxty and responsioility of community 
junior colleges to that of college and university affiliated 
inBtitutionc." Included in the general category of college 
and university operated two-year institutions were the 
state operated systems of junior colleges found in some 
states . 

A community j unior college typically serves a 
given geographic area and has a governing body or board 
chosen ^om that area. The college or university operated 
two-year institution typically reports to a governing body 
or board representing an entire state. Stute operated 
systems of junior colleges are included in the classification 
of college or university operated based on this rationale. 
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Given tlie dearth of current inf orination , and the 
obvious impact of this type of educational institution, 
this study reviewed selected aspects of the administration 
of authority and responsibility in muAti-campus tv/o~year 
institutions. This study sought answers to the following 
questions : 

1. In a multi-campus two-year institution that has 
been described by the chief campus administrator as having 
the characteristics of decentralization, is there in the 
authority and the responsibility currently being practiced, 
any difference between the college or university operated 
institution and the community junior college operated 
institution? 

2 . In a multi-campus two-year institution that 
has been described by the chief campus adninis trator as 
having the characteristics of centralization, is there in 
the authority and the responsibility currently being 
practiced, ai ' difference between the college or university 
operated institution and the community junior college 
operated institution? 

3. In a multi-campus two^-year institution that has 
been described by the chief campus administrator as having 
the characteristics of decentralization, is there in the 
suggested changes in the authority and responsibility , any 
difference between the college or university operated insti- 
tution and the community junior college operated institution? 

ERLC 
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4. In a multi-campub two-year institution that 
has been described by the chief campas administrator as 
having the characteristics of centralizat-^ on, is there in 
the suggested changes in the authority and responsibility, 
any difference between the college or university operated 
institution and the conununity junior college operated 
institution? 

5. In a college or university operated multi- 
campus two-year institution, is there in the authority 

and responsibility currently being practiced, any difference 
between the institutions that have described themselves as 
having the characteristics of decentralization and those 
that have described themselves as having the characteristics 
of centralization? 

6. In a community junior college operated multi- 
campus two-year institution, is there in the authority and 
responsibility currently being practiced, any difference 
between the institutions that have described themselves as 
having the characteristics of decentralization and those 
that have described themselves as having the characteristics 
of centra liz at ion? 

?• In a college or university operated multi- 
campus two-year institution, is there in the suggested 
changes in the authority and responsibility, any difference 
between the institutions that have described themselves as 
having the characteristics of decentralization and those 

ERIC 
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that hcive described thomselves as having the characteristics 
of cen t r a 1 i z a t ion ? 

8. In a community junior college operated multi- 
campus two-year institution, is there in the suggested 
changes in the authority and responsibility, any difference 
between the institutions that have described themselves 

as having the characteristics of decentralization and those 
that have described themselvt^s as having the characteristics 
of centralization? 

9 . In a college or university operated multi-campus 
two-year institution that has been described by the chief 
campus administrator as having the characteristics of 
decentralization, is there in the placement of authority 
and responsibility, any difference between current 
practices and suggested changes? 

10 . In a colleae or university operated multi- 
campus two-year institution that has been described by the 
chief campus adininis trator as having the characteristics 
of centralization, is there in the placement of authority 
and responsibilitv , any difference between current practices 
and suggested changes? 

11. In a community junior college operated multi- 
campus two-year institution that has been described by 

the chief campus administrator as having the characteristics 
of decentralization, is there in the placement of authority 

O 
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and responsibility, any difference between current 
practices and sugcjosted changes? 

12. In a coramunity junior college operated multi- 
campus two-year institution that has been described by the 
chief campus administrator as having the characteristics 
of centralizdticn , is there in the placement of authority 
and responsibility, any difference between current 
practices and suggested changes? 

Each of these twelve basic questions were as]:ed for 
each of the tv/enty-one itemr. in the questionnaire. In 
addition, biographical data has been summarized according 
to college or university operated decentralized insti- 
tutions/ college or university operated centralized 
institutions, community junior college decentralized 
institutions, and community junior college centralized 
institutions . 

Definition of Terms 

In anticipation of frequent use, certain terms are 
defined as ^follows: 

1. Junior College . — A two-year institution 
offering instruction which may include but not be limited 
to, programs in: adult education; freshman and sophomore 
college transfer courses; vocational and technical 
instruction in fields leading to employment or up-grading; 
and general liberal arts programs. 
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^' Multi-cain] )u s Institutions , — A two-year 
institution operated by a conununity junior colleoe or a 
college or university which has more than one permanent 
campus under a corainon board and v/hich has an on-campus 
site administrator for each campus- 

3. Type I f-julti-campus . — A unit of a multi-campus 
institution which is provided leadership and services from 
a central or district office. The central or district 
office organizational structure is regarded more as lin e 

as opposed to staff . The district/central office generally 
develops the policies and procedures relating tn areas such 
as curriculum approval, selection and assignment of 
personnel, in-service training, purchasing, accounting, 
and so on. 

4. Type II multi-campus , unit of a multi-campus 
institution which is highly self reliant. The central or 
district office organizational structure is regarded more 
as staff as opposed to line , The on-site campus chief 
execu+' Ive generally develops policies and procedures 
relating to areas such as admissions and records, community 
services , course content , course organization , library 
book processing, and so on. 

5. MCTYI . — An abbreviation for: multi-campus, 
two-year institution (s) . 
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Delin ^ itations 

This study was limited to junior colleges/ community 
colleges, technical schools, colleges, universities, state 
operated MCTYI systems, or any other recognized United States 
educational institution listed in the 1971 Junior College 
Di rectory which has the responsibility of operating more 
than one, two-year campus is included in this study • 

Need for the Study 

The 1969 Kmtzer report said, "The literature on 
educational administratiorx is at best fragmentary.'* and 
"Yet the topic of multi-campus organization has been scarcely 
touched by researchers ar.5 adminiGtrators . Few publicaticus 
are available at this tiir.o."^ 

Another author said, "Little or no effort has been 

made to study these multi-unit developments..," and, 

''Furthermore, few articles have appeared in The Junior 

College Journal explaining and reporting trends for this 

2 

exciting phenomon," 

The development of multi-campus two-year institu- 
tions has been so rapid that documentation has fallen 
behind. Current practices have been largely communicated 
by word-of-mouth on an informal basis. It is generally 



p. 34. 



^Kintzerr Jensen^ Hansen, Multi- Institution, 



^•Jones, dissertation, p* 2, 
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recognized tnat tl^are 5s great diversity in styles of 

organization and adrainictration among the multi-cauipus 

tv;o-ycar institutions. 

Morrissey suggested that no body of theory or 

organizational concept has been followed or identified 

by the developing MCTYI.-^ Jones cited the absence of time 

and pressing student enrollments as circumstances under 

2 

which the MCTYI have developed. Jensen, Jones, Kintzer, 
and a few others undertook to identify, classify or other- 
wise construct and asseiiible a body of information about 
MCTYI. 

This study updated MCT\I information as well as 
brought an added dimension of indicating likely areas of 
change in the placement of au"chority ana responsibility 
found on a campus. The study also included college and 
university operated MCTYI. 

Methodolog y 

The subjects of the study, the questionnaire used, 
the collection of data, and the treatment of the data have 
been considered in this section. 

Subjects 

All indented listings in the 1 971 Junior College 
Director y which indicated more than one campus location 

-'-Kennit C. Morrissey, "Creative Leadership of Multi- 
Unit Colleges", The Junior College Journal , XXXVIII, No. 1 
(1967), 38. 

^ 2jones, dissertation, p. 2. 
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were Included in this study. The Junior College Directory 
provided the name ard address of Cr-^ch person responsible 
for an individual car.pus. 

There were 235 subjects included in this study. 
These 235 subjects were the on-site chief administrators 
of individual MCTYI. 

Questionnaire 

The data were gathered by a questionnaire completed 
by each subject* A follow-up system was employed to 
insure as high a return as feasible. 

The questionnaire was a modification of a form 
used by the Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen study mada in 
1969 ."^ The original, purpose cf the questionnaire was to 
gather data from multi-campus administrators to determine 
the extent of autonomy in practice. Perm,ission to adapt 
and modify the questionnaire was given by Dr. vTohn S. 
Hansen, 

The modification of the questionnaire provided an 
opportunity for a campus chief administrator to suggest 
chanaes in authority and responsibility which were viewed 
as desirable. A biographical/institutional data section 
was also added to the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire is found in Appendix A. 

■'•Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution , pp. 23-24. 

2john S. Hansen, letter dated March 28, 1972 (See 
Appendix B. ) 

O 
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Collection of Data 
The questionnaire was sent to all subjects. 
Followups by mail were u^ed to insure as complo'c i 
return as possible. Of the 235 questionnaires r^erit out, 
17b, or seventy-five per cent, v;ere returned. There were 
154 usable responses. 

Trc atment of D ata 

The data collected were classified into three 
main categories : biographical/institutional; current 
responsibility pattern; and areur^ of responsibinty where 
change was suggested. The data were also classified 
according to Type I and Type II MCTYI. The final classi- 
fication is Type B, college or university operated, and 
Type A, community junior college operated, MCTYI. 

As questionnaires were returned , the data 
regarding biographical/institutional data were summarized 
as indicated in Chart I. No further treatment of the 
biographical information other than summarization of each 
suggested item was considered in this writing. 

As questionnaires were received , they were 
initially sorted according to college or university 
operated and community junior college operated. The 
questionnaires were further classified on the basis of 
the Type I and Type II institutions. This treatment 
provided for classifications of the data into eight main 
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CHART I 



Treatment of Biographical Information 



Operated by 


Type I 
(Decentralized) 


Type II 
(Centralized) 


Type A 






(Community 


Biographical 


Biographical 


Junior College) 


Information 


Information 


Type B 
{College or 
University ) 


Biographical 
Information 


Biographical 
Information 



categories for each of the twenty-one items in Part II 
of the questionnaire that related to authority and 
responsibility. These eight main categories are 
summarized in Chart II. 



CHART II 



Treatment of Authority and 
Responsibxlity Data 



Operated by 


Type I 
(Decentralized) 


Type II 
(Centralized) 


Type A 
(Community 
Jvinior Colleges) 


Suggested Changes 
Current Practices 

(Twenty-one Items ) 


Suggested Changes 
Current Practices 

(Twenty-one Items ) 


Type B 
(College or 
University) 


Suggested Changes 
Current Practices 
(Twenty-one Items) 


Suggested Changes 
Current Practices 
(Twenty-one Items) 
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Once classified into the form Gunmiarizod in Chart 
II, the data wore subdivided according to current practices 
and suggested changes in authf rity and responsibility. 
Charts III and IV summarize the classification of thJ.s 
element of the questionnaire. 



CHART III 



Treatment of Current Practices, 
Authority and Responsibility Data 



Operated by 



Type I 
'(Decentralized) 



Type II 
(Centralized) 



Type A 
(Community 
Junior Coll 



egos) 



Current Practices Current Practices 
(Twenty-one Items ) {Twenty-one Items ) 



Type B 
(College or 
University) 




Current Practices ••^Current PracticOi^ 
(Twenty -one Items) (Twenty-one Items) 



CHART IV 



Treatment of Suggested Changes of 
Authority and Responsibility Data 



Operated by 



Type 1 
(Decentralized) 



Type II 
(Centralized) 



Type A 
(Community 
Junior Ccl 




Type B 
(College or 
University) 



Suggested Changes Suggested Changes 
(Twenty -one I terns) (Twenty-one Items) 
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The data were ralso classified according to Type I, 
college or univGr<3ity operated and community junior college 
operated, current practices in authority and responsibility^ 
and suggested clianges in authority and responsibility. The 
same classification was carried out for Type II institutions. 
Charts V and VI sununari ^e thi s clas si f ication process . 

CHART V 



Treatment of Current Practices and Suggested 
Changes in Authority and Responsibility 



Operated by 


Type I 
(De central ii^ed) 


Type I 
(Decentral ized) 


Type A 
( Community 
Junior College) 


Current Practices 
(Tv/enty-one Items) 


^ Suggested Changes 
(Tvv'enty-one I terns] 


Type B 
(College or 
University) 


Current Practices ^ 
(Tv^enty-one I terns ) 


i»- Suggested Changes 
(Twenty-one Items) 



CHART VI 



Treatment of Current Practices and 
Suggested Changes in Authority 
and Responsibility 



Type II Type II 

Operated by (Centralized) (Centralized) 



Type A 

(Community Current Practices Suggested Changes 

Junior College) (Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items) 



Type P 
(College c. 
University ) 



Current Practices Suggested Changes 
(Tv;enty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items) 
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Upon completion of this classification process, the 
data from the questionnaires were summed by item in each cell 
of Chart III, Chart IV, Chart V, and Chart V^.- The twenty- 
one items i,. t];G ques tiopinaire that relate to current 
practices anc the tw<:jnty-one items that relate to suggested 
changes had the capacity to generate as many as 252 cells 
of data, (Tv7Gnty-one items considered in twelve different 
ways . } 

The simple measure of significance/ Chi Square, was 
applied to the data to determine if there was any statisti- 
cally significant differences at the five per cent level 
of signif icancje. The calculations v/ece performed using the 
"Chichi" computer program developed by Donald J. Veldman.'*' 

The data tested for statistical difference are 
indicated by arrows in Charts III and IV. There are twelve 
comparisons of the twen-y-one items relating to current 
practices in authority and responsibility and of the 
twenty-one items relating to suggested changes in 
authority and responsibility. 

The data represented by Charts V and VI vera treated 
to determine the mean square contingency coefficient. The 
data so treated is indicated by arrows in Charts' V and VI. 

The use of the mean square contingency coefficient, 
usually referred to as C, yields a value that is similar 

■'-Donald J. VeJ.dman, Fortran for the Behavior al 
Science s (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 196777 
pp. 295-307. 
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to the usual Pears5on product moment, or correlation coeffi- 
cient.^ The Pearson r, or product moment was not indicated 
for use in this application because of the dichotomous 
characteristics as well as having data which falls l.n more 
than two classes,^ 

The use of C may be justified on the basis of the 
character of data arranged in a 2 x 3 contingency table, 
The value of C is limited to a maximum of .816 for this 
application . 3 This value is determined by the number of 
classes, v/hich in this application was three. 

The actual calculation of C may be accon.plished 
by applying the formula, C The sign of C is 

not determined by this forriula, wb\::.n is a characteristic 
of C,5 

The C values of the data in Charts V and VI were 
subject to the same limitations as may apply to the usual 
correlational techniques . 

^Frederick E. Croxton and Dudley Cowden, 
Applied Gener al Statis tics (2nd ed.; Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jerseyl Prentice-Kali , Inc. , 1955) , p. 489. 

^Croxton and Cowden, Applied Statistics , p. 481. 

• P . Gui If ord , Fu ndamental Statistics in 
Psychology and Education (New York: McGraw-Hill Book 
Company, 1965), pp. 338-339. 

^Guilford, Fundamental Statistics , p. 338. 

Croxton ajid Cowden, Applied Statistics , p. 481. 
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Guilford cautions, 

Always, the coefficient of correlation is purely 
relative to the circumstances under which it was 
obtained and should be interpreted in the light of 
these circumstances, very rarely, certainly, in ?nv 
absolute sense.-' 

The use of C as an approximation of the correlation 

coefficient may be 'viewed as an indicator of the degree of 

relationship only. It is not as accurate a measure as a 

Pearson r because it cannot achieve unity. 

Organization of the Stud^ 
To serve as a guide for the completed study, the 
following organizational plan was followed: 

Chapter I Introduction 

This chapter included a statement of the problem, 
definition of terms, delimitations, need for the study, 
methodology, treatment of data, and a guide for the 
balance of the study. 

Chapter II Review of Literature 

This section of the study concerned itself with 
a review of the pertinent literature which relates to the 
placement of authority and responsibility in MCTYI. 

Chapter III Analysis of Data 

The presentation and analysis of the data collected 
for this study hive been included in this chapter . The 

^Guilford, Fundamental Statistics, p. 105. 



presentation includes the Chi Square analysis of the 
elements which were determined to be significant at the 
five per cent level of confidence. 

Chapter IV Suimnary 

This chapter presents a sumn^arizatlon of the stu 
and conclusions of the findings. Any recommendations, o 
suggestions for further study were included in this 
chapter. 

Append ix A Questionnaire 
Appendix R Questi onnaire Release 
Bibliography 



CHAPTER II 



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter concerns itself with a review of the 
pertinent studies in the area of multi-ceiiripus adminis- 
tration. The purpose and findings of these studies are 
summarized, A review of the literature px'oduced only 
three major investigations in the area of multi-campus 
administration to light • Their primary thrust and 
chronological order follow* 

In 196E>, Jensen authored "An Investigation of the 
Administration of Junior College Districts Vt'ith Multi- 
Campuses", At the time, Jensen was completing his 
doctoral requirements at the University of California at 
Los Angeles, 

Jensen based the need for his study on the 
increase of multi-campus institutions; projections 
showing a continued increase in the number of multi- 
campus institutions; and the definite need to establish 
sound administrative principles and procedures for multi- 
campus institutions.-^ 

Ijensen, dissertation, p. x. 
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Jensen undortook to determine the reasons for 
iuulti~camp\is junior colleges; to deternune the type of 
organization used in multi -campus j unior col leges ; and 
to identify the administrative policies and procedures 
in use.*^ This he accomplished by means of case studies 
of and visits to ten multi-campus districts. 

He waif; able to classi fy multi -campus districts 
into three categories; 

Group I (Multi-Col] ege) --districts operating each 
campus as an individual comprehensive colleger- 
Group II (Multibrancb) ---districts operating as 
one legal institution with comprehensive branches or 
campuses ; 

Group III {Multiprogram) — districts operating as 
one legal institutio]> , but whose campuses offer 
different educational programs. ^ 

Jensen studied a total of ten multi -campus j unior 

co.Mege districts. Of these ten subjects, Jensen 

classified tv:* > as being multi-college; five as being 

multi-branch; and three as being multi-program. Curiously, 

the two multi-colleges were under the control, in one case, 

of an independent junior college d\strict board and, in 

the other case, a shared board of education. The 

most common form of control was that of the independent 

junior college districts which operated a total of some 

■^Jensen, dissertation, p. x. 
2 Jensen, dissertation, p. xi. 
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five districts of the ten studied. Other forms of 
control were a unified school district board of education, 
and a county public board of education.''' 

riaced on a continuuin, the most centralized 
st'»'ucture would be that of the multi-branch institutions; 
multi-program institutions would represent the medial 
position with respect to centralization vs decentralization, 
The most decentralized or autononymous would be the multi- 
college . 

Jensen reported ten major findings which are 
summarized and condensed in the following: 

1. A general trend to the multi-colleg3 (Group I) 
concept . 

2. Involved groups favored the multi-college (Group 
I) concept because of the autonomy it represented, 

3. The districts studied did not have internal 
geographic boundaries . 

4. Multi-college organizations had no intermediary 
between the campus administrators and the chief 
executive of the district as did both the multi- 
program and multi-branch organization. 

5. The district or central level determines policies 
and procedures for the formation of curriculum 
obj ectives . 

6. Student perscniiel ser\ ces were autononymous to 
each site, with no central office staff in all 
instances , 

7. Majority opinion in all categories agreed that 
planning is not comprehensive enough and fails to 
anticipate future campus needs. The planning was 
done in all cases at the district level. 



•'-Jensen , dissertation / p . 62 , 
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8. Employment processes for the individual campuses 
were subject to some control and restraints by 
the central offices. 

9. Business affairs, by unanimous agreement, should 
be handled on a district level. 

10. Coinmunity services v/as an individual campus 
function in all of the districts but one.l 

Following the 1965 contribution by Jensen was the 

1968 study made by Milton 0. Jones who undertook a stud^ 

of the : 

philosophy of central control versus individual 
autonomy; the structure of the organization, multi- 
campus or multi-college; and the question o^' 
centralized or decentralized services. 2 

He also cited the need for descriptive data.* Jones 

summarizes has purpose in doing his study with the 

statement : 

...provide anov.her step toward some organized approach 
for studying the entire questions of multi-unit 
organization in the community junior college.^ 

Jones in his study found the need to describe 
multi-unit colleges with four models: 

The One College, Branch Centers Model is described 
as being one of the first steps toward a multi-unit 
operation. This model is characterized as providing 
leadership and services from one college in a central 
office • Dispersion of certain elements of the college 



"^Jensen, dissertation, pp. xi-xii. 
^Jones, dissertation, p. iv. 
Jones, dissertation, p. 8. 
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such as technical offtirings^ continuing education, 
specific divisions representing special areas, and other 
such elenients are supervised through sorr»e person from 
the central office. Functions, such as registration, 
course outlines, and the like are performed by the parent 
institution. 

The One College, Multi-CaiTipus Model is distinguished 
by operating multi-units as a single institutional entity. 
Jones suggests visualizing one large campus divided into 
parts and located at different places. The parts represent 
identical twins operating under central authority. 

The Multi-Campus, District Model described by - 
Jones is similar to the foregoing model. The two primary 
differences are in legal organization which is broader 
based than a single institution and in the greater autonomy 
of a campus. Each campus has its own budget, library, 
faculty and staff. Jones says, "The parts (district office 
and several campuses) are aligned with one another to 
serve a functional purpose. The purpose is to assure 
maximum coordination and cooperation among all units in 
the organization with a minimum of control." Campuses are 
generally accredited sej rately in this model. 

The Multi-College, District Model is a rapidly 
emerging concept according to Jones. It visualizes the 
colleges as "seg^^afeer"' autonomous institutions , loose ly 
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coordinated v/ithin a district framawork." This model 
recognizes a district head who generally is responsible 
for master planning for the district, for communication 
with the governing board; and for providing whatever 
services as may be most efficiently provided from a 
central office. 

"The Multi-Institution Junior College District," 
published in 1969 by Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen is the 
most significant contribution to the field. 

This report was prepared under the auspices of the 
Educational Resources Information Center Clearinghouse 
for Junior College Information at the University of 
California, Los Angeles, and in cooperation with American 
Association of Junior Colleges. This study included all 
known multi-institution junior college districts, excluding 
both state and university operated systems. ^ 

The purpose of the study was to gather information 
regarding district administraLive organizational trends 
and to clarify the relationship between the district office 
and the colleges. In the accomplishment of this broad 
purpose, the authors studied some seventy-five chief on 
campus administrators as well as forty-five superintendents 
of multi-institution junior college districts • 



•'■Jones, dissertation, pp. 26-31* 
2 

Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi- Institution , p. 4« 
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The studios were luadG through the usg of two 
inquiry forns. The first form called for factual responses 
while the second solicited opinions regarding nultj.- 
institution vs single institution and the question of 
centrciiized vs decen trc\li2cd administration in multi- 



institution junior college districts. 



Ine f indiiKjs of the factual form were summarized 



as follows: 



1. Personnel matters seem most often to be a 
prerogative of the college; 

2. Regarding curricular matters,, about one half 
indicate that this should be shared between the 
district and the college and the other one-half 
would indicate thii; to be a college matter; 

3. Clearly the responsibility of the colleges are 
matters relative to course content and organization, 
text book , and library book selection ; 

4. Student personnel services are considered to be 
college responsibil i ties . Auxillie^.ry services 
involving money seem to be more the responsibility 
of the district; 

5. Research and planning are considered to be 
district responsibilities primarily ; 

6. Accreditation seemed to be primarily a college 
responsibility X although' m.any reported responsi- ' 
bility shared with the district; 

?• Publicity appeared to be a college responsibility 
in about one-hal^.' of the institutions and a 
shared responsibility by the other one-half; 

8. Finance v/as considered to be primarily a district * 
responsibilljty ; 

t 

9. Of forty areas surveyed, more were considered to 
be college responsibility than as dis^^rict 
responsibili ty . 1 



Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution , pp. 25-26. 
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The authors conclude by this that L\ost of the 
respondents felt that they enjoyed a great deal of 
autonomy. Responses also indicated a fairly high degree 
of uniformity among district colleges regarding such 
areas as class schedules, teaching loads, salary schedules, 
basic policy relating to employment, and so on. The 
authors note that it is curious to find such a high 
degree of uniformity among colleges that report what 
appears to be a fairly high degree of autonomy. 

The second inquiry related to the questions of 
multi-institution vs single institution and of centra- 
lized vs decentralized administration. This second 
inquiry found that a high degree of district office 
control may bring about high economies/ efficiency, 
and impartial treatment. The second inquiry also found 
that "buck passing", lower morale, and depersonalization 
may also come about. 

It was judged by the authors therefore, that 
a balance of extremes is best with specific areas of 
responsibility being primarily district or college 
centered as appropriate. It was specifically concluded 
that, "the multi-institution district can often function 
much more efficiently than can two or more smaller 
districts serving the same area."^ 

^Kintzer, Jensen, Hanse, Mult i- Institution , 

p- 34. 
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Apart from those three studios, no other signifi- 
cent sources regarding the organization and adriinistration 
of multi-unit two-year institutions were found. This 
single thought has been expressed in each of the three 
studies. 

A thorough review of Dissertation Abr>>tracts 
International , a computer search of the ERIC collection 
o. the U.S. Office of Education as well as the complete 
collection of the Current Ihdey to the Journals in 
Education by the School Research Information Service of 
Phi Delta Kappa, searches of the Junior College Jo urnal , 
and of otner usual sources uq^vered relatively few 
references. 



CHAPTER III 



ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 

This study of selected aspects of centralization 
versus autonomy in the administration of multi-campus 
two-year colleges may be viev/ed as having three distinct 
elements. The first element \/as the gathering of 
descriptive data relating to the institutions and tha 
administrators included in this study. The second 
element was to determine the actual placement of manage- 
ment authority and responsibility as perceived or 
determined by the administrator in charge of a campus. 
The final element was one of determining what changes, 
if any, would be suggested by the campus administrator 
ill the placement of management authority and responsi- 
bility. 

With these elements in mind, li nited biographical 
and institutional j^ata was gathered. These data, in sum- 
marized form, have been presented largely in narrative form 

since the intention of the data was to provide a framework 
or perspective for the balance of the study. 

The primary thrust* of the study was focused upon 
the current placement of management authority and 

30 
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responr.ibiii ty ?s well as suggested changes in the 
pJacenient of management authority for twcnLy-one selected 
items. The purpose of the study was to determine the 
degree or extent of autonor-iy given to a carrpus. 

A series of twelve questions to be asked for each 
of the twent>"-one items regeirding the placement of 
manaqeircnt authority anu responsibility was developed. 
These twelve questicas are presented in surrjaary form as 
follows : 

Is there any difference in decentralized MCTYI 
betv/een-- 

1. current practices of community junior 
coli^qe and college/university operated 
MCTYI; 

2. suggestea cljajiges of community junior 
college and college/university operated 
MCTYI ; 

3. currrnt practices and suggested changes 
of college/univers:. ty operated MCTYI; • 

4. current practices and suggested changes 

of coiTmiunity junior college operated MCTYI? 

Is there any difference in centralized MCTYI between — 

5. current practices of community junior and 
college/university operated MCTYI; 

6 . suggested changes of community junior 
college and col lege -university operated 
MCTYI ; 

7 . current practices and suggested changes of 
college/university operated MCTYI; 

8. curren : practices and siaggested changes of 
community junior college operated MCTYI? 
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Is tliero any difference 

decantralizcd-- 

9. current practice 
operated MCTYI; 

10. .suggested change- 
operated MCTYI; 

11. current practice 
col lege operated 

12. suggested change 
college operated 

The twelve questions pos 
around which the principal subst 
bticn constructed. Each question 
twenty-one selected items of the 

Of the 235 institutions 
Di rectory of Junior Colleges which were asked to respond to 
the study, replies V7eie received from 176. The 176 
replies provided 154 usable r^^^sponses. Therefore, about 
seventy-five per cent of the census replied and responses 
from sixty-six per cent of the identified census population 
provided the data for this study. The twenty-two replies 
which v/ere not used were incomplete in some aspect, such 
as failing to identify the type or classification of the 
institution. 

Descriptive Presentation of Biographical 
Institutional Data 

There were thri-^rteen questions in Part I of the 

questionnaire. These questions were designed to gather 



betweOii^-.'^Gntralized and 

s of co"^ lege/university 

s of college/univerbity 

s of community junior 
MCTYI; 

s of conuiiunity junior 
MCTYI? 

ed above are the material 
ance of this chapter has 

has been applied to the 

questionnaire * 
identified in the 1971 



information about the nature or character of the institution 
proper and of the on-campus chief executive. The area did 
not lend itself to sophisticated statistical treatment for 
the purpose of this study. The sole intent of including 
the information was to provide a frame of reference for 
the balance of the study,' The reader may, through 
init^-r^ence and value judcjments, draw some conclusi ns 
regarding the ^balance of the study. 

Of the many vaiuc.*^ and suriimaries of information 
that follow/ perhaps the most imperjiant was the composition 

of the 154 usable responses in terms of ty^p^^s of 

^^^^^ 

institutions. There were included in this study, tilir:ty- 
four centralized community junior college operated MCTYI 
and sixty-one decentralized. There v/ere forty college/ 
university operated MCTYI, and nineteen decentralized. 
These sum to 15^ diff-?rent institutions. 

When asked the total r,,ainber of MCTYI in the 
district, it was found that there were as many as eighteen 
Campuses among the centralized college/university operated 
MCTYI; the average was six campuses. For both centralized 
and decentralized community junior colleges, there were 
an average of three campuses, and as many as thirteen 
campuses in a single district. Decentralized college/ 
university operated MCTYI reported as many as fourteen 
campuses, with an average of five. Thus community junior 
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colleges may bo considered to be a bit smallev in terms 

of the number of oxxjanizational units, but not emphatically 

so . 

The question of the location of the district/ 
central office determined that there were on-'Caiinous 
locations for eiyht centralized community junior colleges , 
t^n for decentralized community junior colleges/ two for 
centralized college/university operated MCTYI, and four 
for decentralized col] ege/university operated MCTYI. 
There were twenty-six off-campus district/central office 
locations an average of twenty-six miles from each 
campus for centralized community junior college operated 
MCTYI; fifty-one off --campus locations an average of 
twenty-tv7o miles were reported for decentralized community 
junior college operated MCTYI. College/university 
operated MCTYI reported thirty-nine off-campus locations 
^p^average of ninety-seven miles from each campus for 
centrali-z^^ type MCTYI and for decentralized there were 
fifteen off-canr^iis an average of eighty-eight miles from 
each campus. It seemed, a bit curious to note that the 
autonomous or decentralized MCTYI were slightly closer 
to the district/central office than were the centralized 
MCTYI. 

When asked the Fal] 1971 campus Full Tinie Equivalent 
enrollment, the four types of MCTYI gave a wide range of 



ERIC 



35 



responses. These xesponse^i have been incorporated into 
Table I, MCTYI Campus Full Time Equivalent Enrollment, 1971. 
It was interesting to note that the ccllege/university 
operated MCTYI enrollment was by and large, smaller than 
found in the community junior college operated MCTYI. 

TABLE I 



MCTYI CAMPUS 1971 FULL TIME 
E QUI VALENT ENR O LLMENT 



Enrollment 


0- 
500 


501- 10O.\- 
1000 3000 


3001- 
6000 


6001 
9000 


- 9001- 
up 


Centralized Com- 
munity Junior 
College 


5 


? 11 


9 


2 


4 


Decentralized 
Commun i ty 
Junior College 


4 


5 27 


16 


8 


1 


Centralized 
College/Univer- 
sity Operated 


19 


16 5 


0 


0 


0 


Decentra(lized 
Co liege /|uaiver- 
sity Operated 


8 


5 5 


1 


0 


0 


Such a 


wide range 


of responses 


were given 


to the 


length of time the campus 


had been in operation 


that the 


results have been reporteu 


by the mode. 


Community 


junior 


college operated 


MCTYI of 


the centralized type 


most 


often 



reported five years of operation compared with six years- 
of operation for the decentralized type MCTYI. College/ 



university operated MCTYI of the centralized type most 
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often reported ten years while the decentralized type 
reported ::.oven years of operation* 

Definitions v;ere given and the respondents were 
asked which definition best described their campus. The 
definitions forced the respondents to classify themselve, 
as a decentralized or centralized type of institution. 
There were seventy-four centralized and eighty decentra- 
lized type institutions according to this definition, 
the same general area, ninety-five respondents reported 
themselves as being coiTmiunity junior college operated 
MCTYI, and fifty-nine reported themselves as part of a 
college/university operated MCTYI. 

Question seven of Part I of the questionnaire 
asked each respondent to indicato^he type of background 
in terms of experience. Responses to this question were 
given in years by some, and merely- checked off by others 
The results for this question have been converted to 
percentages as shown in Table 2, Type of Experience 
Summary for MCTYI On- Campus Chief Executives. 

The percentages shown were obtained by dividing 
the number of responses in any given area of experience 
by the base number of institutions. Thus, of the thirty 
four centralized commnnity junior college operated MCTYI 
one of the campus chief executives reported he had had 
experience as a staff person in the grades k-6. The 
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percentage given is three per cent or 1/34. These 
percentages are not addative. As an example, one may 
refer to Table 2 and determine tha^ forty-~one per cent 
of the campus chief executives of centralized college/ 
university operated MCTYl have had experience as a stai^'f 
person in the gravies 1-12. 

For ail types of MCTYI responding, the modal age 
of the chief executive was given as forty-five to forty-- 
nine years. The age range of thirty to sixty-four was 
given by all types of MCTYI except for a "young" (age 
range twenty-five to thirty years) chief executive of a 
decentralized college/university operated MCTYI. 

Only one female MCTYI chief executive was reported. 
The balance of the MCTYI campus chief executives v/ere 
male . 

Two questions relating to titles were asked. 
The first question asked the MCTYI campus chief executive 
to report the title currently in use. The second question 
asked the previous operating title. There was, unfortu- 
nately, apparently some confusion with these two questions 
or else many of the campus chief executives had changed 
jobs, but not necessarily their role of responsibility. 
This observation is based on the data in Table 3, Present 
and Previous Operating Title of MCTYI On-Campus Chief 
Executives. One may observe the fairly high number of 
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reports of. "President" in the section which contains 
"previous operating title". 

The last question in Part I of the questionnaire 
asked how many professional staff report directly to the 
campus chief executive. Judging from the responses, it 
was surmised that many of the chief executives reported 
not only the number of immediat^^ staff, but the entire 
teaching faculty as well. Because of the suspect nature 
of the data, no results have been reported for this 
question . 

Presentation and Analysis of the 
Placement of Authority and 
Responsibility in MCTYI 

This portion of the stuoy was directed at t-he 
presentation of data generated by Part II of the question- 
naire. The reader is reminded that Part II was concerned 
with determining the current placement of management 
authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected 
items or functions. It was also concerned with determining 
any suggested changes in the placement of that authority 
and responsibility. 

It will be found that eight tables (Tables 4-11) have 
been prepared. There are two tables for each of the four 
types institutions studied — one showing current place- 
ment and the other showing suggested changes. 

The first series of four tables (Tables 4-7) are 
presentations of the current placement of authority and 
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responsibility. These tables have been arranged so as to 
show the actual responses and percentage values. The 
percentage value is an expression of the actual number 
shown divided by the total nurr±)er of responses for each 
item. Some respondents did not give an answer to each 
of the twenty-one itens which caused some slight variation 
in the denominators. The percentages may not add precisely 
to 100 per cent due to rounding. 

In Table 4 is found the placement of authority and 
responsibility for twenty-one ^elected items in centralized 
community junior college operated MCTYI . It may be seen 
that there was fairly wide latitude in the placement of 
authority and responsibility with respect to the twenty- 
one items. Most of the authority and responsibility was 
placed at the campus level with nine of the items having 
a clear majority in terms of placement. Of the remaining 
twelve items, three had a clear majority of placement at 
the district level and three at the shared level of 
authority and responsibility. There were six items where 
the placement of authority and responsibility v;as divided 
among all three levels in fa:rly even proportions. 

Of all the items, the placement of authority and 
responsibility for item 6, course content and organization, 
appeared to be most clearly a campus decision area. Con- 
sistent with tlie general conception of a centralized 
institution was the placem.ent of authority and responsibility 
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TA3LE 4 

CURRENT PLACEMENT OF AUTHOI^ITY AND REfiPONSIBILITY FOR TWENTY-ONE 
- SEl.ECTEO ITEMS Ii\ CENTRALHED COM.W^ITY OL'NiOR COLLEGE MCTYl 



Function 



1 Certified personnel selection 
and assignment, 

! 

2 Classified psrsonnel selection 
and assigniiient 

3 Curriculum planning 
and development 

4 Transfer currlculun! approval 
prior tc board presentation 

5 Terminal or cccupatioiial 
curriculuFn approval prior 
to board presentation 

6 Course content and 
organization 

7 Library book procerus ing 



Canipus 
« % 



22 65 

Id 53 

18 53 

10 30 

9 26 

30 83 

25 74 



District 
# % 



4 12 

5 K 
4 12 

11 33 



13 3S 

i . 

2 6 
8 24 



Shared 



a 24 

11 32 

12 35 
12 36 

12 35 . 

2 6 

1 3. 



8 Admissions and Records 



.25 74 



4 12 



5 15 



■-' 9 Food Services 



22 65 



10 2D 



2 £ 



10 Fdcility Planning jri»J 

utilization research 4 12 

11 Instructional inproven)?nt* 

research lb 48 

12 Educational planning research 12 38 



!3 i« 
6 18 



17 SO 

11. 33 
12 33 



13 Accreditation activities 



14 Coireuunity servicer 



15 Publicity 



17 Purchasing 

18 Accounting 

19 Budget development 

20 Budget adninistration 

21 Maintenance, buildings, 
end grounds 



12 35 



25 74 



9 26 



16 Adnlnlstratlvt! data processing ] 3 



3 9 



3.9 



3 3 



11 32 



19 56 



6 18 

4 12 

6 IS 
24 71 
21 62 
23 m 

8 iA 

9 2C 

7 ?.\ 



16 47 

5 15 

IS 53 

9 Z6 

10 Z9 

8 -24 

23 6B 

14-41 

3 24 



for item 16, administrative data processing, at the district 
level in a majority of the institutions. 

In Table 5 is found the current placement of 
authority and responsibility for twcnty^one selected items 
in decentralized conmunity junior college MCTYI. Table 5 
was representative of an autonomymous type institutitm, 
and the data did tend to cor.firm this position. 

Thirteen of the twenty-one functio.ns were clearly 
placed at the campus level. Only for three of the twc^nty- 
one items was the placement of authority and responsibility 
at the district level in a majority of the institutions. 
Of the remaining five items, two were placed at a sharod 
level; only three of the items were distributed among the 
three possible levels without a majority. 

Iv^ssibly the most important item from the stand- 
print of campus autonomy was' that of budget administration, 
item 20. Interestingly, item 20 was pulling away from 
centralization in terms of placement and leaning in favor 
of autonomy or decentralization. Some reinforcement of 
this observation was found in the responses to items 
16, 17, and 18. 

These three items, administrative data processing, 
purchasing, and accounting were the only three of che 
twenty-one items where the placement of authority and 
responsibility was at the district level in a majority of 
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. ■ TACil 5 

CU^Kf.'lT rL,AC£f-:tNT or ;.UTH0?ITY AUO RESPONSIBILITiT for THFr.'TY-O'iP 

EaccTf-u ).n'\: ii; oiccN-ikALiyio coir/jsny junior collegl' mctyi 



Function 



1 Certified personnel selection 
and asslcnment 

2 Classified personml selection 
and assigiiment 

3 Curriculi.'n planning 
and d?\felopMnt 

4 Transfer curriculi;ni approval 
prior to board presentation 

5 Tarninal or 3cciipjtioi:al 
curriculj-i apprcvol prior 
to hoard presentation 

6 Course content and 
organization 

7 Lib-'ary bock pracessins 



Cairpus 
t i 



47 77 

45 74 

44 72 

32 53 

23 47 

54 39 

50 U 



District 
I X 



1 2 
3 5 

2 3 
10 17 

8 13 

3 5 

9 15 



Shared 



13 >1 

13 21 

15 25 

18 30 

24 «0 

4 7 

2 3 



8 Admissions and fiecords 50 82 



9 Food Services 4o 78 



10 Facility Pla-.nirg and 

ut-;^i7at1r,i ro-sarc'i 13 21 

11 Instructional imorovement 

research . 40 €6 

12 Educational planning research 32 53 



13 Accreditation activities 45 75 



14 Community services 51 84 



15 Publicity 27 44 



16 Administrative data processing 7 12 



17 Purchasing 



18 Accounting 



19 Budget development 



20 Budget admniitration 



21 Maintenance, buildings, 
and grounds 



6 ID 

3 5 

13 a 

25 42 

36 59 



6 1U 
9 15 

15 25 

7 11 

8 13 

3 5 

4 7 
13 21 

35 59 
37 62 

36 60 
6 13 

9 15 

8 13 



5 8 
4 7 

33 54 

14 23 

20 33 

12 20 

6 10 

21 34 
17 29 
17 28 
21 35 
39 65 
2S 43 

17 28 
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the institutions. Even so, in almost one-third of the 
institutions, these three items v;ere reported as shared. 

Table 6 presents data about the current placeir.ent 
of authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected 
items in centralized college/university operated MCTYI. 
The data of this table were representative of a MCTYI that 
regarded the central or district office in more of a line 
as opposed to s taff relationship. 

A review of Table 6 shov/s that of the twenty-one 
f unccions , the placement of management authority and 
responsibility was found seven times at the Gcimpus level, 
two times at the district, and three times at a shared 
level in a majority of the institutions. The remaining 
nine of the twenty-one items were not placed, in a majority 
of the institutions, at any one of the three possible 
levels . 

For those two of the twenty-one items where 
authority and responsibility was placed at the district 
level for a majority of the institutions, item 16, admin- 
istrative data processing was probably the m^ost indicative 
of the type of organization found in the placement of 
authority and responsibility for this type of MCTYI. item 
Af transfer curriculum approval prior to board presentation, 
was important, of course, but not so revealing as item 16. 
Note that for item 4 and 16, the majority was not really 
too impressive. 
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CURJ^ENT PLACEMENT OF AUT^^Of'ITV ..-^Nn RESPONSTBILIT^ VO^ TVI^NTV-ON= 
SLLECTED ITtMS IN CEMRALI/^D COrLr.Gt/jMVtRSrry OPLWTL'Li 'iCTYI 
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Function 

1 Certif personnel selection 
and asslgnrnent 

2 Clcsslried porsonnsl selection 
a^d assignment 

3 Curriculuni planning 
end development 

4 Transfer curriculum approval 
prior to bourrl presentation 

5 leminal or cccupationaT 
rtrriculum ar>provol prior 
to board presentation 

6 Course content and 
organization 

7 Lltrary book p^'ocessing 



8 Aclrf)i3sitins and l^ecords 



9 Food services 



I % 



23 £S 

30 7B 

10 25 

4 11 

8 2*4 

13 33 

25 64 

15 38 

27 90 



Oistricv 
i ' % 



2 S 

3 8 
11 23 
22 53 

11 32 

13 33 

9 23 

n 26 

1 3 



Shared 
I % 



IS 38 

7 18 

15 ^8 

12 32 

15 44 

13 33 
5 13 

13 33 

2 7 



jtilizrttioM researcn 

11 Instructional iuproveneiit 
research 

12 tducdtioi^al planning reso^r'rh 



13 Accreditation activities 



14 Conmunity services 



15 Publicity 



17 Purchasing 



IS Accounting 



!9 Budget developnsnt 



20 Budget administration 



21 Muintenance, buildings* 
and grounds 



10 26 

1« 41 

13 3JV 

10 25 

33 87 

2? 74 



16 Administrative data procc>sifi<^ S 14 



4 10 

6 15 

9 23 

16 n> 

31 79 



12 31 

11 28 

9 24 

9 23 

3 9 

3 8 

20 55 

13 33 
16 40 

5 12 

8 20 

3 8 



17 44 

12 31 

15 42 

^7 52 

2 5 

7 18 

n :i 

23 58 

ia 45 

26 65 

16 40 

5 13 
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A position might be considered regarding the 
nine items where, there was no majority of institutions at 
any one of the three possible levels of placement. This 
posi\:ion would tend to reinforce the general concept of 
a centralized MCTYI by virtue of not being placed at the 
campus level, A position that there waj^ a great deal of 

■ i; 

"cooperation" between the campus level and the district 
level might also be made. 

Seen ii* Table 7 are data concerning the current place- 
ment of authority and responsibility for twenty-one 
selected items in decentralized college/university operated 
MCTYI, This table is the last of a series of four tables 
reporting on the current placement of authority and 
responsibility . 

In Table 1, there were no items where the majority 
of institutions place authority and responsibility at the 
district level. There were fourteen items where the 
majority of institutions reported placement of authority 
at the campus level, three items at the shared level, and 
four items where there was no majority at any of the three 
possible levels. 

Item 2C, budget administration, was fairly strong 
with about sixty-eight per cent of the institutions 
reporting placement of the authority and responsibility 
for this function at the campus level. Other of th^ 
twenty-one items had higher percentage values, but 
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TABLE 7 

CURRENT PL'.CEVL'IT or A-JTliO-^l fV A;:r) RESPC'iSIBILlTy FOR TMtMTY-CN't 
,SEUCT£D_Il£-lL_lN.CLf.LlURAL IZ;D COLLEG£ /l!riIV £-;snY CPFRATE D <\CTtl 



Function Cam^rus 

I 8 

1 CRrtlfitd personnel is'ection 
. and as$»jn:atnt 13 68 

.2 Classified perionr.el selection 

and tssignnciit; 16 C4 

3 Curriculum planning 

and <!evolop.-if;iit 9 47 

4 Transfer curricjlum apprcval 

prior to board presenUtion 4 21 

5 Tenrificl or occ'jpationaV 
curriciil'j-i £pi>-oval prior ' 

to board prc-scntatiO;i 9 50 

6 Course content cr.d 

orQaniiatlon 12 63 

7 Library book processing 14 74 



District 

# I 

2 11 

2 11 

f 32 

S 32 

4 21 

3 16 
3 16 



Shared 
# X 



4 21 

1 S 

4 21 

9 47 

& 23 

♦ 2l 

2 11 



£ Ad:iiiS3''cr.> a?id (iecoids 



4 21 



5 2& 



9 Food Services 



10 67 



3 20 



2 13 



10 Facility Plannir.q i;n<i 

uti'ii2avto:< r'*:.v^rc(i 5 26 

11 Instructional 'ir.provwient 

.research 10 53 

12 Educational plinninj reiearch 11 51 



3 IS 

2 11 
2 11 



Tl 53 

7 37 
5 23 



12 Accr2ditd':3n activities 



14 CoiriiiU'si ty services 



15 Publicity 



*17 ?urch«»sir3 
1G Account1n>] 

19 ixidg-ii development 

20 Budget adminlstr<:ticn 

21 Jlafntcnanc*. tuildinQS, 
and srojods 



8 21 



14 74 



11 53 



16 Administrative data processins 5 28 



10 53 

3' 15 

5 26 

13 68 

12 C3 



2 11 
4 21 

3 16 
7 39 

4 21 
3 16 

2 11 

3 16 

4 21 



9 47 

i 5 

5 26 

6 33 
S 26 

13 6B 

12 63 

3 16 

3 16 
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item 20 is perhaps the most important from the standpoint of 
campus autonomy* Most important from the standpoint of 
autonomy was the absence of any majority of institutions 
reporting placement of authority and responsibility at 
the district level. 

To recapitulate Tables 4 through 7, consider that 
a majority of the institutions placed current management 
authority and responsibility for the twenty -one items at 
the level of the: 

1, Campus for 9 items for centralized community junior 

colleges ; 

13 items for decentralized community 

junior colleges ; 

7 items for centralized college/univer- 
sity operated MCTYI; and 

14 items for decentralized college/ 

university operated MCTYI. 

2, District - 3 items for centralized community junior 

col leges ; 

3 items for decentralized community 
junior colleges; 

2 items for centra li'zed college/univer- 
sity operated MCTYI; and 

♦ 

0 items for decentralized college/ 

university operated MCTYI • 

3, Shared for 3 items for centralized community junior 

colleges ; 

2 items for decentralized community 

junior colleges; 

3 items for centralized college/univer- 

sity operated MCTYI; and 



50 

3 i terns for decentralized college/ 

university operated MCTYI* 

4« "Mixed" (not at campus, district, or shared level 
in a majority) 

6 items for centralized community junior 
colleges ; 

3 items for decentralized community 

junior colleges ; 

9 i tems for central i zed college/univer- 
sity operated MCTYI; and 

4 items for decentralized college/ 

university operated MCTYI. 

In Tables 8 thru 11 are shown suggested changes in 
the placement of management authority and responsibility 
made by the on-site campus chief executives of the MCTYI in 
this study. These tables are reported in the same sequence 

type of institution as were Tables 4 through 7. As an 
example. Table 4 reports the current placement while Table 
8 reports suggested changes in the current placement of 
authority and responsibility for centralized community 
junior college MCTYI, 

Shown in Table H are the s^gested changes in the 
placement of auv^hority and responsibility for twenty-one 

selected items in centralized community junior college 

MCTYI. Note that change was suggested in each of the 

twenty-one items* The greatest number of suggested changes 

lay in item 20, budget administration, where eight of the 

MCTYI suggested that this function be changed to the 

campus level oi authority and responsibility ♦ 
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7ACI.E 8 

SUGGESTED CHANGES IK THC PlACrKE:^! OF AUTHORITY A!^D fiESPCUSlBTLlT^* 
FOR n;:MY-CNc' selected I fens is Ccf;r?:ALI2£0 CG>:.''UNI7V JUNIOR CCLLbGE MCTYI 



Functlor: 



Canpus 



District 



Shared 



1 Cei'tifiscI personnel selection 
and assigmrient 2 

*2 ClassifieJ personnel selection 

and ^ssigrim^nt * 1 

3 Curriculun planning 

and deveicpTient ' * 1 

4 Transfer curriculum approval 

prior tc board presentation 1 

5 Terminal or occtipai onal 
curriculjTi approvrl prior 

to toard presentation T 

6 Course content ^nd 

organization 2 

7 Library boa'-, processing 1 



0 
0 

1 
1 



0 

1 



0 
0 

0, 
0 



0 

1 



8 Adinisslons and Fsacords 



9 Food Services 



0 
0 



10 Facility PI aim log .'no 
utilizaticn research 

11 Inctructicial iir.Drovement 
research 

12 tcoratlcnal planning resea»-ch 



3 
2 



1 



13 AccreditotiM activities 



14 Coimunity servic'S 



IS Publicity 



16 AdJilnlstretive data processing 2 



17 Purchasing 



18 Accounting 



19 Eudgct development 



20 Budget adxjnistratiov. 



2 
8 



0 
1 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



0 

t 

0 

1 

0 
0 

1 

2 



21 Maintenance, b-jildings, 
and ((rounds 



52 



In all, there were forty-six suggestions being made 
to place authority and responsibility at the caiUpus level. 
Nine suggestions vzere made fo2' chango to place authority 
and responsibility at the district level. There were 
eleven suggestions for change in the placement of authority 
and responsibility to the shared level. A total of sixty- 
six MCTYI offered some suggested cliange in the placement 
of authority and responsibility. 

Seen in Table 9 are suggested changes in the placement 
of authority and responsibility for tv;enty-one selected 
items in decentralized coironunity junior collegje MCTYI. A 
total of sixty-nine suggestions for change in the placement 
of managenent authority and responsibility were recorded. 
Of these sixty-nine suggestions, fifty-one suggested 
placement at the campus level, seven ut the disitrict level, 
and eleven at the shared level. Suggestions for change 
v/ere made in nineteen of the twenty-one items. 

The greatest number o"^ suggested changes in the 
placement of management author i.ty and responsi. .ility :)C- 
curred in item 15, publicity, v^here eight suggested that 
this function be placed at the Ccimpus level. There were 
two suggestions made for this function to be placed at 
the shared level of authority and responsibility. 

In Table 10 are seen the suggested changes in the 
placement of authority and responsibility for twenty-one 
selected items in central^-zed college/university operated 



SUGGCSTED CHANGES IN THR PLACfP^CNI OF AUTHORTTV AND RESPONSiaiLlTY FOR 
TWEfnY-u:^E SELECTED ITEMS IN Dr.CLNTRAl!ZLD CO:'.::UNI fY tUmiOR COLLEGE MCTYI 



Function 



Campus 



District 



Shared 



1 Certified persornel f.elect1on - 

and assignment 3 

2 Classified personnel selection 

and assignment 4 

3 Curriculum planning 

and deve'lopmcnt 1 

4 Transfer curricu1u;n approval 

prior to board preseniation 2 

5 Tet'tnlnal of occupational 
curriculum approval prior 

to beard presentation 2 

6 Course content and 

orc^aniiation 1 

7 Librs'T-y book processing 0 



1 
0 
2 
0 



0 
0 



0 
0 
0 
0 



0 

c 



8 Admissions and i^ecords 



9 food Services 



0 
0 



0 

1 



10 Facility Planr.iMCf en'J 
utilization r^searc^^ 

■;i Instructional ii.vrovenent 
reiosrcr 

12 Educational piar.<i1ng «^ese<irch 



1 

0 



1 
0 



]3 Accreditation activities 
5^ Cwrmunity cervices 
W Fublicity 

16 Administrative date processing 
• 17 Purchasing 
Id Accounting 

19 Budget developiivnt 

20 Budget administration 



2 
8 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 



0 

1 

2 
3 
2 
1 
0 
0 



21 Maintenance, buildings » 
»ndl grounds 
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MCTY.T . A total of eighty-tv;o suggested changes in the 
place^ment of authority and responsibility were made in 
Table 10. Of these eighty-two s;uggcstGd changes , .sixty- 
six were for placement of authority and responsibility to 
the campus Ic^vel, only three to the district level, and 
thirteen to a shared level. There were no suggested 
changes made for item 6, course content and organization. 

The greatest number of suggested changes occu^ jd in 
item 3, curriculum plannirq and development, where there 
were six suggestions that authority and responsibility 
be placed at the campus; levci] for this function. There 
was also one suggestion that aa:hority and responsibility 
be placed at the shared leve! for this function. 

In Table 11 are seen tlie suggested changes in the 
placement of authority and responsibility for twenty-one 
selected items in decentralized college/university operated 
MCTYI. Only thirteen changes were suggested in the place- 
ment of authority and responsibility in Table 11. These 
thirteen suggested changes did not affect eleven of the 
twenty-one items. Of the thirteen suggested changes in 
the placement of authority and responsibility, eleven 
suggested placement at the campus level, two at the district 
level, and none for change at the shared level. 

Of the thirteen su<rgesticns for change, none were 
especially greater in uumber than any other for any one 
of the ten items wh^are change was suggested. The thirteen 
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1A5LE 10 

SUGGESTCO CffA'iCES J:i THT P'.MlVl^u OF ALTHOWITY ,V'P RC3P?NSI[!'L!1Y 
FOR rr/EMy-0:.E SELECTED ITL^Ii IN CKNT'.ALI7ED COLL ZGE/i:'.) VEP.SITV OPEHATEn MCTYI 



Function 



Campus 



District 



Shared 



1 Certified p?rsc.'i.iel selection 

and .-,s>1i;nir.ent 2 

2 Classifiid personnel solsclion 

and assisr.jnent 1 

3 Curricu;'.;!) planning 

and develcp.icjiit 6 

4 TransTor curriculLn aipro*-; 

orlcr to Losrd ?rcs;n'.ilion 3 

5 Tenr^inal or ocf-P<i Clonal 
C'jrriCLiliii apprcvai ?i lor 

to board pi-csentiLicn 5 

5 (ours3 ccrtent aiid 
orgai'izatioii • 3 

7 Library book processing 1 



0 
0 

0 

\ 



0 
0 



0 

0 

1 

2 



0 
0 



8 Awiissior.s ard Roccrds 



9 Focd jGrvices 



0 

2 



0 
0 



0 
0 



10 Facility Pl-irriiTj and 
utilization res'.frcn 

11 !r;<itru':tio,i3l inprovemcnt 
rescarcn 

1? Educational planning research 



13 Accreditation activities 



14 Conaiunity services 



15 Publicity 



16 Administrative data processing 



17 Purchasing 



18 Accounting 



19 Budget development 



ZO Budget administration 



2 
4 

?. 

3 

4 

4 

S 

4 

4 

4 



0 

0 

d 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



2 

\ 

1 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 



21 HainteDrncc, buildings, 
and iji-ounds 



S 



0 



0 
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TABLE il 



SLlGGFSTr.D CM.MibfS V'\ J\iZ pLACFf^ENT CP M»jlM.^f?ITY A- ' J RL'SPONSinfLITY f Ort 



Function 



Cairpus 



Di;;trict 



Shared 



1 Certified personnel solcclion 

and ossitjn.nunt 0 

2 C;asf.ifi<;d per^cr.nei s&lecn'on 

and assiynment 0 

3 CuTic'jIu'.i plennin':^ 

and cevcloprcinc 2 

4 Transfer curricu^Li.n approval 

prior to board pre>entat1on • 2 

5 Ter.TiT'il or occi;Ot\tiona*i 
curric'jrjn: coprovdl prior 

t'i &ca»fi prospntaticn 1 

6 Co'j^-se content and 

organization 0 

7 Library book prncessufg 0 



0 
0 
0 

1 



0 
0 



c 
c 
u 

0 



0 
0 



t A'Iniissicns ard "Records 



9 FcOj Scrvictf 



10 facinty Plrinnint. .^nn 
itillzaticjii researc". 



0 
1 



1 
0 



0 
0 



13 Acc^edita ;icn acts vs lies 



14 CoTiT.iLnity services 



1^ ?ubV:cUy 



16 Adnini Urat : vc data "ocesstn^j 



17 ^urchah j 



1 9 Budget developfnent 



20 e^dget administrution 



( 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 

1 



0 
0 

a 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



c 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



21 Mslntcn.ifice* bufldlngs, 
anci grounns 
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suggestions for chuiigc wore spread out among the ten items 

rather e^^enly. 

To suiTimarize Tables 8 through 

change in the placement of management 

responsibility occurred : 

for 21 items in centralized community 

junior colleges ; 

19 items i]i decentralized community 

junior colleges ; 

20 items in centralised college/univer- 

sity operated MCTYI; and 

10 items in decentralized college/ 

university operated MCTYI* 

Of the suggested changes, placement was suggested 
at the level of the: 

1. Caii^.pus for 45 tintjs f centralized :;cmraunity 

junior colleges ; 

51 times for decentralized coinmunity 
junior colleges ; 

66 times for centralized col lege /univer- 
sity operated MCTYI; and 

11 times for decentralized college/ 

university operated MCTYI. 

2. District - 9 times for centralized community 

junj or colleger ; 

for decmtralized community 
junior colleges ; 

for cf-itralized college/univer- 
s: .y operated MCTYI; and 

2 times f r ,ecei: Lralized college/ 

university operated MCTYI. 
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11, suggestions for 
authority and 



V times 
3 times 
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3. Shared for 11 times for centralized comiBunity 

junior colleges; 

11 times for decentralized community 
junior colleges; 

13 times for centralized college/univer- 
sity operated MCTYl; and 

0 times for decentralized college/ 

university operated MCTYI. 

The reader is reminded that the number of insti- 
tutions vary from one type to another. The number of 
suggestions for change may not be compared on an absolute 
nuniber basis • This limitation is somewhat dulled j.n that 
a comparison v;as made on the basis of the number of items; 
yet, the effect of differing group sizes among tlie types • 
of MCTYI cannot be discounted. 

Statistical Treatment of the 
Placement of Authority and 
Respon sibilit y in MCTYI 

This section is concerned with the statistical 
treatment of the data generated by the study. The purpose 
of the statistics is to determine if them is any statis- 
tically significant difference between the four identified 
types of MCTYI. For this purpose, the simple statistic 
of Chi Square was chosen. 

As a stacistic, Chi Square is a videly understood 
treatment and deserves no lengthly explanation. The 
concept is essentially one of comparing cartain character- 
istics of distributions to determine if there is likelihood 
that the compared distributions are found in a common 
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universe. The likrjlihood m?y be predicted in terms of a 
percentage or probability. For this study, the decision 
to accept a probability of ninety-five per cent was 
defined as significant. Thus, if the value of Chi Square 
is ninety-five per cent or greater, the distributions 
being compared will be considered as coming from a common 
universe and, therefore, alike. Any Chi Square value of 
less than ninety-five po.r cent will identify a statisti- 
cally sicjnificant difference betv7.-,en the distributions 
being compared. 

It v;ill be remembered that twelve questions have 
been posed regarding statistically significant difference? 
in the placement of authority and responsibility for 
twcnty-one items common to the four types of MCTYI studied. 
Four ol the twelve questions compared current practices; 
four compared suggested changes; and four compared suggested 
changes to current practices regarding the placement of 
management authority and responsibility. 

Limitations on the application of Chi Square to 
suggested changes in the placement of management authority 
and responsibility were found. Examination of Tables 8 
through 11 revealed that by comparison to TaMes 4 through 
7/ few suggestions were made. The total number of 
suggestions was fairly high, but on an item by item com- 
parison, there v/ere not many. It was suggested then that 
intrinsically, the suggested changes were not statistically 



treatable. Further, ay Guilford points out, "There are 
lower limits to utilizable frequencies, beyond which even 
Yates's correction is inadequate."^ 

For these two reasons, namely the intrinsic 
suspicion of the low rumber of suggested changes in re- 
lation to current practices and a direct warning from a 
recognized source on statistical technique, the decision 
was made not to apply Chi Square analysis to the questions 
relating to suggested changes. This decision eliminated 
eight of the twelve questions to be asked of the data. 
The questions are presented in smnmarized form on page 
thirty-one. Note that of the twelve questions that were 
to be asked, only four or the twelve questions do not 
involve tl^e placement of suggested changes in management 
authority and responsibility. 

Due to the dearth of research in the locus of 
authority ^r.a responsibility in MCTYI it was neither pre- 
dictable nor anticipated that so comparatively few responses 
to suggested changes would be reported. On the contrary^ 
it had been presumed that the on-sibe chief administrators 
of a MCTYI would take the opportunity to suggest changes 
in the lo::us of authority and responsibility much more 
extensive.'.y than was repor^ted. 

Even thoiAga the frequencies by items of suggested 
changes in the placenent of authority and responsibility 

'•Guxiford, Fundconentdl Statistics, p. 238 • 
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were too small to compare statistically; the gross number 
indicates a trend- This trend was invariably toward more 
functions being placed at the campus level than toward 
any other level of placement- This trend would predict 
an increase in campus autonomy if the suggested changes 
were carried out* 

The remaining date regarding the current placement 
of management authority and responsibility have been 
treated by computer using an accepted Chi Square program 
called "Chichi'*. This Chi Square program is part of the 
computer programs of Veldman stored in the computer made 
available for use by students at the University of 
Southern Mississippi - 

The aata Lo which the Veldman, Chi Square . computer 
program has been applied are found in Tables ^- through 7. 
The results of the Chi Square analysis are reported in 
Table 12; Chi Square values determined in comparisons of 
the placement of current authority and responsibility for 
twenty-one selected items in MCTYI. The values reported 
in Table 12 are the probabilities generated by computer; 
these values may be interpreted as percentages. 

If the value is at least ninety-five per cent, one 
may conclude that there is the probability that ninety-five 
times out of 100 , if one makes a comparison of the specific 
data in question, a similar or lesser difference in that 
data V7ill be found. One may be no less than ninety-five 
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7 ABU 1? 



CHI SQU'^ne VALULS DEieKMlNlD IN* CO:*P.' -c.i r»NS Or TIIl 'P'-J^CElTrn Of 



Cci'trol I'zcd vs- . 

Fur»cHon Cf!Ctf«iur.1ty 

iJunfcr 

1 Cerlliitct !v»"'.orin*l selection 

find a!5''c!< >'--'^v 9t 

end djslrj 'ct:*. 8 

3 Cu»Ticii1'jn. ^j'l'juning 

4 TrDhsic** Ct'Tic'Jlin approval 

prior to toara presuntation 7 

5 TcmiTv;! or occtpatlonal 
curr ici^lu'n >piircv.il i>rior 

to boev'j pri-vhniat tOii 7 

5 Ccurfc cor'vrit and 

Orv»in<z4»t1ort 97* 

7 Library b.^^ok processing $7 

p. .Viin'ssiC'r.s trC Ror.o*\i? 57 

9 Food scr^-cs:. 76 

10 Tac^lii^ Plafi/iliv- t.r.* 

11 Instrgjticr.a' inproveinepi 

research 21 

1? Cducatio.-:.^! p'^ennlr.g rei^e^rch 24 

13 tccrrd^tatK-. 3C*.1v*t*cs 00 

14 CoAinuriUy services $1 
ISrubV.clty IS 

16 A4>ii1n1strdt«ve d4ta processing 29 

17 Purchasing 98* 

18 Accounting (S 

19 Pudger ^evelcprror.t 19 

70 Sud^ot ydn^nistratton 37 

21 Ndlntenjr.-re* building, 

and grounds 82 



*No significant difference at 9SX or higher Uvfl. 



Centralwcr' vs. Uer'yntralv.ed . Centr.il;2e<J 

Oece?i*.rali''6;l Oor.itf.ity Jjn- C"»T<f»un1ty Jun- 

Collpoe/ Icr Collrycs vs. icr CoJlegss vs. 

University Col Ugc/'inivor- Collcge/Univer- 

Operatetf s<ry Operated sity Operated 

54% 205 3n 

60 70 14 

18 00 1 

1 56 S 

70 66 76 

€ 5 410 

70 S2 30 

60 3 . i 

15 69 . 2 

57 S7 52 

78 " 33 61 

78 6 92 

. 34 Z 67* 

59 19 31 

SO 67 00 

74 9 70 

75 1 3 

17 00 6 

I 

95* 90 18 

7 8 73 

IS . S4 9 
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per cent sure that tlie two distr i.buLions have come from a 
comnon universe or population. 

The first column of Table 12 answers the question: 
In a coinir.unity junior operated MCTYI, is there in ':he 
authority and responsibility currently being practiced, 
any dif feren .e between the institutions that have described 
themselves as having the characteristics decentralization 
and those that have described themselves as having the 
characteristics of centralization? All twenty-one items 
have been compared. 

4 

From the first colunui of Table 12, it may be seen 
that only item 6 and 17 have a Chi Square value of ninety- 
five per cent or more. Based on this analysis, there was 
no difference between these two types of MCTYI for item 6, 
course content and organization, and item 17, purchasing. 
The remaining items have a Chi ' Square value less than 
ninety-five per cent and the 'two types of institutions 
being compared mr be said to have unlike placement of 
authority and responsibility for these items. 

Column tv:o of Table 12 answers the question: In a 
college/university operated MCTYI, is there in the authority 
and responsibility currently being practiced, any difference 
between the institutions that have described themselves as 
having the characteristics of decentralisation and those 
that have described themselves as having the charar:teristics 
of centralization? All twenty-one items have been compared. 
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Column tv;o of Table 12 shows that item J9 has a 
Chi Square value of ninety-five per cent or more. It may 
be said that for item 19, budget development; there was 
no dif f ert .nee in the placement of authority and responsi- 
bility for the two institutions being compared. The 
remaining twenty items have a Chi Square value of less 
than ninety-five per cent and were, therefore, judged to 
be unlike in terms of the placement of authority and 
responsibility . 

Table 12, column tlireo , answers 'he question: In 
a MCTYI that has been described by the chief campus 
administrator as having the characteristics of decentra- 
lization, is there in tlie authority and the responsibility 
currently being practiced, any difference between the 
college/university operated and the community junior 
college operated institution? Again, alT twenty-one items 
have been compared. 

ColUitin three, Table 12, has no Chi Square value of 
ninety-five per cent or more. The judgment may be made 
then that in terms of the placement of authority and 
responsibility, these two types of institutiovis were 
unlike . 

Column four of Table 12 provides the answer to the 
question: In a MCTYI that has been described by the chief 
campus administrator as having the characteristics of 
^ntralization , is there in the authority and the ( 



\ 
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responsibility currently being practiced^ any difference 
between the college/university operated and community 
junior college operated institution? All twenty-one items 
have been compared. 

Collumn four of Table 12 has no Chi Square values 
of ninety-five per cent or more. The judgment may be 
made then that in terms of the placement of authority and 
responsibility, these two types of institutions were 
unlike. 

Summary 

In Chapter III biographical and institutional 
data received from 154 MCTYI were presented. Chapter III* 
also contained statements regarding the current placement 
of authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected 
items or functions thought to be common to almost all 
MCTYI and suggested changes in the placement of authority 
and responsibility for the twenty-one items. Included 
also vfdiS a Chi Square analysis of each of the twenty-one 
items comparing the current placement of authority and 
responsibility viz : 

1. Centralized versus decentralized community junior 
college operated MCTYI; 

2. Centralized versus decentralized college/ 
university operated MCTYI; 

3. Decentralized community junior college versus 
college/university operated MCTYI; and 

4* Centralized community junior college versus 
college/university operated MCTYI. 
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The 154 MCTYI rei>pcnding to the study were c"* ' 
fied into four primary categories representing types 
MCTYI. There were found to be thirty-four ccntraliz 
sixty-one decentralized corrjnunity junior college oper^ated 

si 

MCTYI, and forty centralized and nineteen decentralized 
college/university operated MCTYI. 

Chapter III was to have included additional Chi 
Square comparisonG involving the suggested changes for 
the tvrenty-one items. The nun±^er of suggested changes 
reported by each of the four types of MCTYI were so few 
that Chi Square analysis was not recomraended . The absence 
of sufficient data caused eight of the original twelve 
questions to be eliminated. A trend vr ^ard the autho::ity 
and responsibility for more iunctions bein^j placed at the 
campus level v/as indicated by the gross date . 

In summary, the findings of the four questions 
relating to current placement of management authority 
and responsibility were as follows: 

1. Centralized versus decentralized community 
junior college operated MCTYI were substantially unlike 
in the current placement of authority and responsibility 
for the twenty-one items under study. Only the current 
placement of authority ind responsibility for items six 
and eighteen were considered to be the same. For these . 
two MCTYI item six course content and organization, was 
the authority and responsibility of the campus in a 
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majority of the institutions; item 17, purchasing, was the 
authority and ; ^r.;- .nsibility of the district in a majority 
of the institutions. 

2. Centralized versus decentralized college/ 
university operated ^;CTYI wer^^: substantially unlike in 
the placement of authority and responsibility for all 
but one of the functions. The placement of authority 
and respcnsibility for item 19, budget development, was 

^ found to be at the shared level in most of the institutions. 

3 . Decentral ized community junior college versus 
college/university operated MCTYI were unlike in the 
carrent placement of authority and respoPoibility . There 
was no area of aut. ority and rasponsibility that was 
placed at the same level of administration when judged by 
Ch: Square ar the ;£ive per cent level of significance, 

4 . Centralized community junior college versus 
college/university operated MCTYI v/ere judged to be 
unlike in the current placemenb-^f/ authority and responsi- 
bility at the five per cent level of sig^J^.' cance . The 
level of placement for all twenty -Oiie items was different 

' for these two typci, of MCTYI. 

t 

' A recapitulaus^on of *:he carrent placement of 

J 

management authority and responsibility is found on pages 
forty-nine and f if .y, while a. similar recapitulation of 
J suggestions for change in the placement of management 

authority and responsibility is found on ^ages fifty- seven 

'■^ 

O 
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and f if ty-eiljfht • These recapitvlations augment the statis- 
tical f indj n(js . 

In the ensuing and final chapter, the purposes and 
findings of the study are summarized. Conclusions are 
drav/n and recommendations for further study an- rnade. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMJ^IENDATIONS 
Introduction 

The developinent of multi-campus tv;o-year institu- 
tions represents a contemporary effort to solve the 
problem.^j of populatior* impact, economic necessity, and 
social necessity. As a relatively new type of educational 
structure, and one where there appears to be a high level 
of intorast^ it was surprising to find so few studieri 
documenting or otherv/iso describing the MCTYI. 

The general absence of information in the field 
of MCTYI provided much of the incentive for this study. 
Specifically, this study was designed to determine the 
current placerient of management authority and responsi^ 
bility as well as to gather suggested changes in the 
placement of management authority and responsibility for 
all identifiable MCTYI. 

While the principal objective of the study was 
to review selected^ aspects of centralization versus 
autonomy of MCTYI, there was also felt the need to 
describe the campus chief executive as well as the insti- 
tution. Included, then, as part of this study was limited 
bic graphical and institutional data to give the reader a 
sense of perspective. 

69 
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Having reviewed literature in the area of MCTYI, it 
was determined that community junior college MCTYI , the 
MCTYI branchcrj of colleges and universities, and state 
systems of HCTYI had been the subject of. few studies. In 
short/ there existed a large ga^:) in information regarding 
all types of MCTYI. This gap erribraced administration and 
control of MCTYI, as v/ell as other areas not included in 
this study. 

It was determined from the A.A.J.C. publication, 
1971 Junior College Directory , that there were 235 campuses 
belonging to sixty instituti.ons . These sixty institutions 
were located in tv;enty-six states. This study attempted a 
census. About seventy-five per cent of the census popula- 
tion participated in the study ► 

To determine the extent of campus autonomy, a 
questionnaire which listed twenty-one selected items or 
functions thought to be common to all MCTYI v;as used. The 
questionnaire used was a modification of the questionnaire 
originally desiy* ed by Dr. John S, Hansen for use in the 
Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen study. Each MCTYI listed in the 
1971 Junior College Directory was asked to indicate the 
current placement as well as suggested changes in the place- 
ment of management authority and responsibility for these 
twenty-one items. 

Four types of institutions were identified, based 
on the criteria of how the campus viewed the central or 
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district offico, and whether the carr.pus was part of a 
community junior college or part of a college/university 
operated system. State opcratod MCTYI were grouped with 
MCTYI of collc^geij and unive.r. si t ies • The four types of 
MCTYI were identified as: 

1. Centralized community junior college operated; 

2 . Decentrali zed communi ty junior college operated ; 

3 . Cen ^rali zed col Icgc/uni vers ity operated ; and 

4. Decentralized collage/university operated. 

This study proposed questions to be asked for the 
purpose of determining if there actually was any difference 
between the four different types of institutions in terms 
of management authority and responsibility. These ques- 
tions in suniiTiary term v;ere: 

Is there any difference in decentralized MCTYI 
b'?tween-- 

1 . current practices of community j unior 
college and col lege/uni vers i ty operated 
MCTYI ; 

2. suggested changes of community junior 
college and col lege/un i vers ity operated 
MCTYI; 

3 . current practices and sugges ted changes 
of col lege/un iversiety operated MCTYI ; 

4 . current practices and s ugges ted changes 

of community junior college operated MCTYI? 

Is there any difference in centralized MCTYI 
between-- 

5. current practices of community junior and 
college/uni versiuy operated MCTYI; 

O 
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6« suggojtod changes of community junior 
college and collego/university operated 
MCTYI ; 

7. current proc:tices and suggested changes 
of college/university operated MCTYI; 

3. current practices and suggested changes of 
community^ junior college operated MCTYI? 

Is there any difference between centralized and 

decentralized-- 

9. current practices of college/university 
operated MCTYI; 

10. suggested clianges of college/university 
operated MCTYI; 

11. current practices of comnunity junior 
college operated MCTYI; 

12. suggested changes of community junior 
college operated MCTYI? 

This study involved the askiJig of these twelve 
questions for each of the twenty-one items. There were 
252 comparisons and Chi Square applications to consider. 
Significant difference was defined as having a Chi Square 
value of less than ninety-five per cent probability. 

Presented also in the study is a sununarization of 
selected biographical and institutional data for each of 
the four types of institutions.* No other treatment was 
given to the biographical/institut:!.onal data and these data 
were not incorporated in any way in the Chi Square analysis 
of the twenty-one items. The information was made available 
so that the reader could conjecture about any relationships 
that might have been of interest to him. 
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Conclusions 

Limited biographical and institutional data were 
gathered. These data were cummarized for each cf the four 
types of institutions. The sole intent cf these data was 
to provide the reader with some basis for making value 
judgments about the balance of the riata found in the study. 
In one sense , the biographical/institutional data lent 
validity and reliability to the general nature of the study 
as a whole . 

One may conclude from these data that each o^ che 
four types of institutions studied are basically alike in 
terms of institutional characteristics. One may also 
coi. elude that the chief campus executives studied are 
basically alike on the basis or the Jjiogr aphical data 
presented. it is recognised, of course, that nuances 
were present in this data. 

The limited number of suggested changes in the 
placement of authority and responsibility precluded 
answering eight of the twelve questions. Of the eight 
questions affected, each contained a comparison of 
suggested changes and were voided because the number of 
suggested changes were too small to be treated by Chi 
Square. One may conclude that while there are institutions 
that do suggest change in the placement of managei-rent 
authority and responsibility, there is general satisfaction 
with the current placement of authority and responsibility. 
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If changes do take place in the placement of 
authority and responsibility in accord with the changes 
sugge^jted by campus chief executives, more of the twenty- 
one function^' will be plai'ed at the campus level. There 
were more suggestions to place autliority and responsi- 
bility at the campus level than were made to place authority 
and responsibility at the district or shared level, as 
reported in Tables 8 through 11. 

The four questions tliat remain to be ansv/ered and 
the conclusions of those questions are as follow: 

1. In a community junior college operated iMCTYI, 
is tjiere in the authority and responsibility currently 
being practiced ^ any difference between the institutions 
that have described themselves as having the character- 
istics of decentralization and those that have described 
themselves as having the characteristics of centralization? 

One may conclude, based on the Chi Square values 
given in Table 12, page sixty-two, that except for the 
placomient of authority and responsibility for item 6, 
course content and organization, and item 17, purchasing, 
these two types of institutions are unlike in the place- 
ment of authority and responsibility for the remainder of 

1.' 

the twenty-one items. The placement of authority and 
responsibility for item 6 and item 17 is alike for 
centralized and decentralized community junior college 
operated MCTYI. 

ERIC 



75 

2. In a college or university opex^ated MCTYI, 
is there in the authority and responsibility currently 
beii.g practiced, any difference between t];e Institutions 
that have described themselves as having the character- 
istics of decentralization and those that have described 
themselves as having the characteristics of centralization? 

One may conclude, based on the Chi Square values 
given in Table 12, page sixty-two, that except for the 
placement of authority and responsibility for item 19, 
budget development, thece two types of institutions are 
unlike in the placement of authority and responsibility 
for the remainder of the twenty-one items. The placement 
of authority and responsibility for budget development 
is alike for these two institutions. 

3. In a MCTYI that has been described by the 
chief campus administrator as having the characteristics 
of decentralization, is there in the authority and respon- 
sibility currently being practiced, any difference between 
the college or university operated institution and the 
community junior college operated institution? 

One may conclude, based on the Chi Square values 
given in Table 12, paga sixty-two^ that these two types 
of institutions are unlike in the plHcoment of authority 
and responsibility. There are no areas where the place- 
ment of authority and re iponsibility are alike r 
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4. In a MCTYI that has been described by the 
chief canipus administrator as having the characteristics 
of centraliiiation , is there in the authority and responsi- 
bility currently being p:acticed/ any difference between 
the college or university opera'^.ed institution and the 
comxnunity junior college operated institution? 

One may conclude, based on Table \s.2 , page sixty- 
two, that these two types of institutions are unlike 
in the placement of authority and responsibility. There 
are no a-eas where the placement of authority and responsi- 
bility are alike. 

Based on the respons'=*s to these four questions, 
one may conclude that there are four distinct types of 
MCTYI. There v/ere eighty-four Chi Square comparisons 
made, twenty-one for each of the four questions ansv^ered 
above. Of the eighty-four Chi Square comparisons, only 
3/84 identified placements of authority and responsibility 
that were alike; therefore, there are four distinct types 
of MCTYI. 

These MCTYI types are: 

1. centralized community junior college; 

2. decentralized community junior colleca; 

3. centrali.-^ed college/university operated; and 

4. decentralized college/university operated, MCTYI* 
One may conclude that the four types of MCTYI 

operate differently in terms of the overall placement of 
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authority and responsibility. Therefore, it is apparent 
that wliile all of the MCTYI serve as an educational 
?;esource to a community, tao managenent philosophy — as 
expressed through the placement of authority and 
responsibility for twenty-one selected items--is different. 

Recorimendations 
rt is recommended that: 

1. More attention bo given to studying MCTYI. 

2. The educational philosophies of MCTYI be reviev/ed 
to determine if there are differences. 

3. This study be replicated to determine if chang<^«^ 
in the placem^ent of authority and respons ibi " cy 
have taken place. 

4. A study similar in^ nature and design be made of 
the district chief executive's perception of the 
placement of author ity\and responsibility. 

\^ 

^\ 
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APPENDIX A 
(Questionnai re) 



■ / 




1^ 




MLn.;ji<:AMrL?s Ain-iicMUTV/ Kr:firoN5iinii.rrv survi:y ^ 

Your lime is valuiblo. \<k\\' ccjivU ihulior* niul luforrtiniioii fii\* valuaMv. This s\»vvey is t!cs)j^n«.M lo inV;o 
nl)Oiii 10-15 njiiuut'>; ui foniplct.c. Tito iiL'si[V" of ili'-' *uit»Iy Jiciaios thai tin* study Iv t-omiilcicd only by tlio 
ou'C.nnipiit; chief executive. 

The purpose of tlio. survey is to d'Mvnninc iho reliuioashi]) tif tliu- oii'sif? mulu* -conipus chief cxecmive lo 
Ihc disirici/cenirn I office. 

Anoayiniiy ir. jnmraiucc-d ihrouj^h dnia pooling, Nfillicr Uic instiiuiion nor the individual will l>e ideuiifiablo. 

PART 1— WOr.RArniCAL/SKSTnvnONAL DATA. 

TMJSSirCTIO.N! IS SI'Ll' iiXI'LANATOK Y, TUTASi: FILL IN Till- BLANKS 



1. Toia] number of iwo-ycar campuses in ilie distj ict? 

2. The disirici/ccniral office is located: on your campiij; 



miltis from your cninpMS, 



3. Your Fall '71 canipjs I'ull Time F;q'ji\'alent cnrollincni was about . 

"4 . How m ai vy year si in is 1 1 1 c r firrpiJpi :?ciT i n ope r a* i oi i? 

5. Please check iha most descriptive dcf;.*'tioi\ of ynurxampus: 

T ype I. Voit ref'.nrtT U>e dtsirict/ceniral ofMoc n'.-rc as ling, a:; j ..):icd :o ..-faff. O'hf di>ii ir.-i /centi;:! - 
office f;oaeraUy develops thf jvilicies and proc-eduros lelnting lo iireas such as cun iculum approval, 
selection and assipninein of puvsonncl, in -service iraininjr, jvarclK^sing, accomuin^^,, andisooa.) 

^rype li. You regard the disti ict/central office more as aff as opjiosed to Hiip. (i'he oii^site campur; 

chief cxeceiivo graerally develops policies and j^rocf-dures relaiin-^ lo areas sucli .is librai'y book fn o- 
cessinj;, admiysionK and reconlr^, cominu»Hty services, coutiao c:v.ient, course organi/:a;ion, andsoun.) 

6. J* lease check ihu: niod^ dcscripMve classification of your campus: 
Type A. Operate without any affiliation to n 4 yr. institution. - 



TypeMi. Oixjraie as part of a 4 yr. sysiem. 

8. Aj^e 



7. Years of Exj.'ei-ieiiCe Summary 
Sv;>ff Line 
(Teach) (Admin.) 



9. Sex: M 



Grades K-O 
Grades 7-12 
Jr. College 
Sr. College 
Business 
Mililiiry ^ 



1 




















t 

_ 1 _ 



10. Preseiii opt:ra;Ing lillet^ 

11. Previous opuM'ating title: 



12. How many pvofrss>ppa1 staff report du'<^^^b' u> you? 
titles pleasii: 



13. Do other pr of'/s'jjonnl ^ on your cnmpu.*; report direct 1\ ' lo the di. sir let/ 
central level in a relaiioaship?^ 



From/title 



to/title 
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(attach addiu««ial sheet for cjiieiiilons 12 and 13 if necessary) 



81 



PAirr H-Ain-H oi urv /K irspoxsnuu i r\; data 

H/is Insi section is clOi:ipic-s1 lo tict^'t mine ih^* plnccmoni of authorifv tvs;rK.>nsiliilky clwrncicj'isilc 
of y<H)r sysicrn, anci \o d^nonuiiK^ if ^uy cliangc in this? placenvm is suggested , ^' 

Arc:)s of general niiilioniy/ii.'sponsibniiy arc listcxJ, A "CUKKfTNT " nnd a '^S LrCCliSTnO " coIuiTin arc 



j;fvc[), t ^si^^^ l^^sy^^^^^'^TT^^^^^^ circle who is primnrily pcni'forjping ilic function. If the fimctioi) Ir prin- 
cipslly ih.^rcxi* wh?rc both tiio campa*o crd tlic fijsiyici/comrnl oCHce panicipate >n a dccis;t>n, circle toili 
cymlK»ts, Jr: il-iO^c ari.'Hs whure n clM:igc is suggested, circle %ns appropriate in tlic **Su£:gcsccd"colunia 
CHhcrwif.e leave blnuk. - 

D/d ropi-csents ilie PISTKICT or central office 

C/c represents the CAMPUS or ypur responsibility % 



I 


D 


C 




c 


Certified personnel selection and sssignrnent 


2 


D 


C 


d 


c 


Classified personnel sglcciion and assignment 


3 


D 


C 


d 


c 


Curriciiluni planning and developnicr.c 




D 


C 


d 


c 


Transier curriculuin approval prior to beard prescin^iion 


5 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Terminal or occupaiional curriculum approval prior to board 










■V 


prcsc«Utiion 


6 


D 


c. 


d 


c 


Course content aid organi;:ation 


? 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Library book processing 


8 


.D 


c 


d 


c * 


Admissions and Records 


9 


D 


c 




c 


Food services 


10 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Facility planning and utilization research ^ 


11 




c 




£ 


Instructional improvement research 














12 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Educai4©mrbpLinnlng research ■ > * 


13 


D 


c 


d 


'C 


Accreditation ac^vUies 


14 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Community services ut> 


15 


D 


c 


d 


c 


V Publicity "^^^^^ 


16 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Adniiftistrntive data processing 


17 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Purchasing ' " 


18 


D 


c 


; d 


c 


Accounting 


19 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Iliid^ot development 


20 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Budget administration • . 


28 


D 


c 


d 


c 


Mj'nliMunce, iHjfMhtj-s. an«I f rouinls 



APPENDIX E, 
(Questionnaire Release) 
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615 City Pnrk Avenue 
New Orlenns, LA 70119 
April 3, 1972 



Dr. John S. H:insen 

Assistant SuperintcMident, Education. 

Sraie Cenier Communiry College District 

924 M, Van Ness Avenue ' ^ 

Fresno, Califoi nia 93728 

Dear Dr. Hansen: 

Thank you very kindly for the verbal approval to modify and 
adapt the questionnaire developed by you in Chapter 4, The 
Multi - Institution junior College District. 

As I explained by telephone, it is my irrtention to review 
selected aspects of the organization and administration of 
miilti -campus junior colleges. This, *of course, represents ^ 
my dissertation area. I anticipate that I will update much of 
the infonnaiion collected by you, Dr. Kintzer and Dr. Jensen. 
I shall make certain that you receive a copy when it is finally 
completed and approved. 

Cordially, 
JohnT. Wyny 
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I State Center Community College District 

j 024 N.VAN Kl.SS AVCNUH: * TRRSNO. CALIFORNIA 937?8 • TtTLEPHONt: (209) 233.«-r/5 

I 



STUART M. WHITE 
bUHEKlNTCNDfcNT 
JOHN S. KiANSF.r; GM^LAr^D Pr rTi 

ASSl. Stirii^iNTI. NDE:NT ASOT. t.UF L*<ir4TtNtJL?.! 



TRUSTEES 

HUOV e. iOHNSOU. PRESmrNT ■ LYNN 9. FORD. VTfcC PflEOItUvNT 
I1AJ(TLR K. RICHAHD&ON. SeChfETAHy 
DAVID L. CKLIGHTON HARPY C. HlFiAOKA 

RAY M. MILES. O.D.S. C3WARO R. MOSLCY. M.O. 



March 28, 1972 \ ^ jT^ 
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Mr, John Wynn. 

615 City Park Avenue 

New Oi-leans, Louisana 701 1 9 

Dear Mr. Wynn: 

The purpose of this communication is to verify the oral assurance I pro- 
vided you in our phone convej'sation yesterday that it is with my umeserved 
approval that you utilize in your dissertation project the instruments v/hich 
I devised to obtain infoniuitioji for Cliapter 4, The Multi-Institution Junior 
Collej^e District Please feel free to adapt it to suit your purposes. """^ ^ 

Best of luck witli your dissertation. %. 

Sincerely, . # 




John S. Hansen 
Assistant Superintendent, Education 
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of Dallcir, , Texas, was born in Corsicana, Texas, in 1938. 
He married Sally Adams of Dallas, Texas in 1958, and is the 
\ father of Martha, Catherine, and Lorraine. 

After graduating from Highland Park High School in 
Dallas, he earned an A.S. from Wharton County Junior College 
in i960, a B.B.A* from The Agricultural and Mechanical 
College of Texas in 1962, a M.B.A. from Texas A&M University 
in 1965> and a Ph.D. from the University of Southern Miss- 
issippi in 1973. 

He has served on the faculty of Texas A&M^ School of 
Business; as Assistant Registrar, Texas A&M, He has served 
as an international consultant with the Agency for Inter- 
national Development as well as for other research agencies. 
He is presently Dean of the Campus-West Bank, and Dean, 
Division of Business Studies for Delgado Junior College, 
New Orleans, Louisiana, 

He received an honorable dlschai'ge in I962 after serving 
in the army seven years. 

Professional organizations of which he is a member 
include Phi Delta Kappa, Kappa Delta Pi, and Sigma Beta Pi. 

His publications include: "Economic Effects of the 
High\\ray Beautif ication Program," 1966, by Wynn and others; 
"Marketing Survey Mission Report," Dominican Republic, 
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1966, by Wynn and others; "Shall Students be Given a Greater 
Voice in School AdmlniGtration?" Miss issippi P.e saarcht 
1971; and "Administering Malticampus Junior Collegia,"' 
College and University Busine ss. 1972. 
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